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Report on the External Quality 
Assessment Review 

July 14, 2010 
 
Via Electronic Transmission 
 
General Arnold Fields 
Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction 
2221 South Clark Street 
Suite 800 
Arlington, Virginia  22202 
 
Subject:    Report on the Quality Assessment Review of the Investigative Operations of the 
Office of Inspector General for the Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction 
(SIGAR) 
 
Dear General Fields: 
 
We have reviewed the system of internal safeguards and management procedures for the investigative 
function of the Office of Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction in effect for the period 
ended April 16, 2010.  Our review was conducted in conformity with the PCIE/ECIE Quality Standards 
for Investigations, the Quality Assessment Review guidelines established by the Council of the Inspectors 
General on Integrity and Efficiency, and the Attorney General’s Guidelines for Office of Inspectors 
General with Statutory Law Enforcement Authority, as applicable.   
 
We reviewed compliance with SIGAR’s system of internal policies and procedures to the extent we 
considered appropriate.  The review was conducted at the headquarters office in Arlington, Virginia.  
Additionally, we reviewed all case files for investigations closed since the inception of SIGAR’s 
investigative function (Attachment Two – Listing of Sampled Closed Investigations Files). 
 
In performing our review, we have given consideration to the prerequisites of Section 6(e) of the 
Inspector General Act of 1978 (as amended) and Section 812 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 
(Pub.L. 107-296).  Those documents authorize law enforcement powers for eligible personnel of each of 
the various offices of presidentially appointed Inspectors General.  Those powers may be exercised only 
for activities authorized by the Inspector General Act of 1978, other statutes, or as expressly authorized 
by the Attorney General.   
 
In our opinion, the system of internal safeguards and management procedures for the investigative 
function of SIGAR in effect for the period ended April 16, 2010, was not in compliance with the quality 
standards established by the PCIE/ECIE, the CIGIE, and the Attorney General guidelines.  Our opinion is 
based on the 10 reportable findings provided to you in Attachment One which represent weaknesses and 
opportunities for improvement.  In our view, the safeguards and management procedures in this 
organization did not provide reasonable assurance of conforming with professional standards in the 
conduct of its investigations from the inception of SIGAR to April 16, 2010.  Your comments, dated  
July 9, 2010, are included as Attachment Three.   
 



While we find that SIGAR was not in compliance as outlined above, the review team has concluded that 
the implementation of new policies and procedures along with remediation of the findings are likely to 
result in full compliance in the near future and in all likelihood in less than six months.  You and your 
staff exhibited a complete willingness to embrace opportunities for improvement and to implement 
recommendations as quickly as possible. 
 
This report is being forwarded to the Attorney General of the United States pursuant to applicable law for 
action he may deem appropriate. 
 
Finally, I want to extend my sincere gratitude to you and your staff for the professionalism and courtesies 
extended to the review team both in Arlington, Virginia, and particularly in Kabul, Afghanistan.  Our in-
country review in Afghanistan demonstrated to me personally the critical nature of the work being done 
by SIGAR personnel in a volatile war zone environment. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Richard W. Moore 
Chair, Investigations Committee 
Council of the Inspectors General 
  on Integrity and Efficiency  
 
Enclosure 
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FINDINGS 

 
1. Investigations Directorate Policies and Procedures:  In sum and substance, there were 

nearly no official investigative policies and procedures in place prior to March 2010 and, 
therefore, no investigative activities in compliance therewith.  Policies and procedures found 
in the “SIGAR Agent Manual” were almost entirely verbatim copies of policies and 
procedures borrowed from the Special Inspector General for Iraq Reconstruction (hereafter 
SIGIR).  Many of these borrowed policies and procedures bore watermarks (evidently as 
received from SIGIR) indicating they were in draft form.  Policies not coming from the SIGIR 
manual were largely formulated and formally adopted in the weeks immediately preceding 
the Quality Assessment Review (QAR) and were virtual mirrors of the QAR standards which 
lacked implementation processes.  This finding covers the period prior to March 25, 2010, 
and applies to every aspect of the standardized CIGIE Qualitative Assessment Review 
Guidelines for Federal Offices of Inspector General (May 2009) (Appendices B and C-1). 

 
2. The Attorney General Guidelines for Offices of Inspector General with Statutory Law 

Enforcement Authority (2003) (Section IV(A)) require that OIGs certify that individuals 
exercising law enforcement powers have completed Basic Criminal Investigator Course at 
Federal Law Enforcement Training Center (FLETC) or a comparable course of instruction.  
SIGAR’s Investigations Directorate effectively began in early 2009 with two investigators 
and later, in the fall of 2009, an Acting Assistant Inspector General (Investigations) (A-AIGI).  
One of the two investigators had received academy-level training.  Neither the other 
investigator nor the A-AIGI, both experienced licensed attorneys, had received such training.  
This is considered worthy of note in the context of the truncated period of review.  In effect, 
half of the investigators (n=1) for roughly half the operational duration of the agency’s 
existence (seven months) did not meet the law enforcement training requirements set forth 
in the Attorney General Guidelines for Offices of Inspector General with Statutory Law 
Enforcement Authority (2003) (Section IV(A)).  The QAR team did note, however, that all of 
the more recently hired investigators have had academy-level training and are generally 
very experienced criminal investigators.  SIGAR’s current practice and recently adopted 
policies do comply with this requirement. 

 
3. The Attorney General Guidelines for Offices of Inspector General with Statutory Law 

Enforcement Authority (2003) (Section IV(A)) also require that the OIG provide periodic 
refresher training to its agents.  SIGAR’s Investigations Directorate had no infrastructure 
which captured specific training received during the review period, and as such, there were 
insufficient training records to substantiate agency-wide compliance with this standard.  No 
clear anecdotal evidence mitigated this finding. 

 
4. The Attorney General Guidelines for Offices of Inspector General with Statutory Law 

Enforcement Authority (2003) (Section IV(B)) require that eligible individuals receive initial 
and periodic firearms training and recertification in accordance with FLETC standards.  
SIGAR’s Investigations Directorate had no infrastructure which captured firearms training 
received during the review period, and as such, there were insufficient training records to 
substantiate agency-wide compliance with this standard.  No clear anecdotal evidence 
mitigated this finding. 
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5. The Attorney General Guidelines for Offices of Inspector General with Statutory Law 
Enforcement Authority (2003) (Section IV(C)) require that OIGs receive training on and 
adopt Department of Justice (DOJ) deadly force policy.  SIGAR’s Investigations Directorate 
had no infrastructure which captured training received relating to the DOJ deadly force 
policy during the review period.  As such, there were insufficient training records and no 
clear anecdotal evidence to substantiate agency-wide compliance with this standard. 

 
6. The Quality Standards for Investigations, Qualitative Standards, Section A, p. 8, require that 

OIG investigative organizations establish organizational and case specific priorities and 
develop objectives to ensure that individual case tasks are performed efficiently and 
effectively.  SIGAR’s Investigations Directorate lacked an adopted, documented and 
agency-wide prioritization document during nearly all of the review period. 

 
7. The Quality Standards for Investigations, Qualitative Standards, Section A, p. 8, also require 

a basic, single-source planning document that presents the organization’s goals, allocation 
of resources, budget guidance, performance measures, and a guide for managers to 
implement these plans.  SIGAR had not, at the time of onsite review, adopted such a 
planning document in the form of a Strategic Plan or other similar instrument. 

 
8. The Quality Standards for Investigations, Qualitative Standards, Section D, pp. 12, 13, 

require that an organization have an organizational component responsible for record 
maintenance and specific procedures to be performed.  SIGAR did not, prior to the review, 
have such a component identified.  This standard is in the context of information 
management standards which dictate that investigative data be stored in a manner allowing 
effective retrieval, cross-referencing, and analysis.  Prior to late November 2009, files were 
practically maintained in raw form in Afghanistan.  In November 2009, a simple but generally 
effective and efficient case management system was developed at SIGAR’s headquarters.  
Though no policy was put in place at the time, a practice did develop which sufficiently 
centralized information management functions.  The most debilitating variable in this regard 
noted by the peer review team, and shared by SIGAR management, is the lack of an 
electronic file maintenance system.  The team noted that SIGAR management is 
aggressively pursuing the identification of such a system, and information management 
issues are likely to diminish rapidly following adoption and deployment. 

 
9. The Quality Standards for Investigations, Qualitative Standards, Section D, pp. 13, 14, 

require that an organization’s management information system collect the data needed to 
assist management in performing its responsibilities, measuring its accomplishments, and 
responding to external customers.  SIGAR’s Investigations Directorate information 
management system did not exist in any identifiable capacity until approximately late 
November 2009.  While the file management system created in November 2009 is adequate 
for day-to-day operations, the system at the time of review lacked the power to assist 
management in the conduct of its responsibilities.  As noted above, the peer review team 
universally agreed that the adoption and deployment of a functional electronic information 
system would reduce SIGAR’s information management related issues. 

 
10. The Quality Standards for Investigations, Qualitative Standards, Section D, p. 14, require 

that case files be established immediately upon the opening and assignment of 
investigations.  SIGAR’s Investigations Directorate file management system was not in place 
until November 2009.  As such, beyond “working files” maintained by investigators in the 
field, it was impossible for the peer review team to independently validate compliance with 
this standard.  However, the peer review team did note that practices in place by the time of 
the onsite review did comply with this requirement. 



Attachment 2 

 

Listing of Sampled Closed Investigations Files: 

1.  100‐AF‐0001 
2.  500‐AF‐0002 
3.  100‐AF‐0003 
4.  300‐AF‐0004 
5.  200‐AF‐0005 
6.  200‐AF‐0006 
7.  200‐AF‐0008 
8.  200‐AF‐0009 
9.  200‐AF‐0010 
10.  600‐AF‐0011 
11.  300‐AF‐0012 
12.  600‐AF‐0013 
13.  300‐AF‐0014 
14.  100‐AF‐0015 
15.  200‐AF‐0016 
16.  300‐AF‐0017 
17.  600‐AF‐0018 
18.  200‐AF‐0019 
19.  200‐AF‐0020 
20.  600‐AF‐0021 
21.  902L1‐AF‐0022 
22.  300‐AF‐0023 
23.  911HL‐AF‐0024 
24.  200‐AF‐0026 
25.  200‐AF‐0035 
26.  300‐AF‐0036 
27.  200‐AF‐0037 
28.  500‐AF‐0039 
29.  300‐AF‐0040 
30.  300‐AF‐0041 
31.  300‐AF‐0043 










